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This inscription is recorded on a block of Pentelic marble, 
broken on both sides and at the bottom and with the original 
surface only on top. Height, 0.385 m., breadth, 0.14 m. v thick- 
ness, ca. 0.113 m. (the original thickness cannot be determined). 
The letters are arranged o-to^t/SoV except in the prescript, which 
is only partially so arranged. Letters, 0.006 m. high, spacing, 
0.01 m. (except in the first line, where the letters are slightly 
more crowded). Between prescript and inventory there is a 
vacant space 0.052 m. wide. The stone was found on the 
Acropolis at Athens in a mediaeval wall (marked 5 in plate 1, 
Cavvadias und Kawerau, Die Ausgrabung der Akropolis). 

A photograph (Fig. 1), the text printed in capitals, and the 
text with restorations are here given in as close juxtaposition 
as possible. 

Line 1. There are traces of the bottom of the cf> of Krjfa- 
o-teu?. At the end of the line is a trace of a vertical stroke 
which must be either K or T. Line 2. At the end of the line 
there are traces of a sloping bar — either A or A; as there is 
no evidence of a cross bar, it is more probably the former. 
Line 4. Slight traces of a circular letter at the end of the line 
leave no doubt of the genitive ending. Line 5. The first letter 
is a part of an Y. The middle bar of epsilon has not been cut. 
It may have been painted in. At the end of the line are slight 
traces of X. Line 20. The first letter was undoubtedly P . The 
fourth letter has been slightly defaced, but there certainly was 
never a cross bar cut on the stone. 

1 This article was prepared as a paper of the American School of Classical 
Studies at Athens while I was a member of the School in 1909-11. I take this 
opportunity to express my indebtedness to Mr. B. H. Hill, the Director of the 
School, and to Mr. Leonardos, then Ephor of the Epigraphical Section of the 
National Museum at Athens. 

American Journal of Archaeology, Second Series. Journal of the 1 

Archaeological Institute of America, Vol XVIII (1914), No. 1. L 
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Figure 1. — An Athenian Treasure List. 
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Text 

i . I Z I E Y Z P PQT 01 

l A 3 I 3 P I S T I ' 

1 ^ 01 U A AYKE 
YEYP YKAE I A C 
5 ' CPIA2ETEI0AP/ 

vacat 

^ AKAI EP I THKT 

APEAAB0MENA3T 

THPEPI THKTO^I 

P T Y P03 YPOnA 
10 THPOaPOX AAK 

XPY^ON vacat 

"0NEI0NXPY2E 

EP ITHKTONAP 

TH SAPOTONEQ 
15 I A I 2> K A I E P I X V 

01 TETTAPE3 vacat 

NAKH2E2E I A H P03 
S H N EXQ N TO A EK 

bANTINONPEPiy 
20 -lYTAIONXPY^E 

E P I XPY^O 
$ E P I 

The restorations in the inventory proper are made with the 
aid of a list published by E. Van Hille ('E<£. 'Ap X - 1903, pp. 
141 ff.), which contains the same items in the same order. In 
our fragment the different items are separated by blank spaces 
left on the stone. The inventory is arranged in columns. 
Lines 15-18 show plainly that this was the left-hand side of 
one column, while opposite the beginning of line 18 is a semi- 
circular cutting 0, which is a part either of a letter or more 
probably of a weight-sign belonging to the preceding column. 
The heading of the inventory projects over the left edge of the 
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column by two spaces. This same peculiarity is noted in a 
fragment published by Woodward (J.H.S. XXIX, pp. 184 ff.). 
In fact, the two stones belong to the same inventory, and the 
lower right-hand corner of the fragment here published joins 
the upper left-hand corner of Mr. Woodward's, and continues 
the inventory in the proper order according to the list as pub- 
lished by Van Hille (loc. tit.'). 

The width of the stone in its original form can be only 
approximately determined. In Woodward's fragment, the 
second column does not extend to the bottom. It is therefore 
the last. In our list the maximum number of letters in a line 
in the inventory proper is twenty -six. Each letter is spaced 
0.01 m., and this gives a maximum width of 0.26 m. The last 
column, when the necessary restorations are made, is found to 
be of exactly the same width. If we assume two similar col- 
umns preceding these, and allow a few centimetres for spaces 
between the four columns, we find that we have just enough 
room to restore in the prescript, which runs along the whole 
width of the stone, the regular formula for these treasure lists, 
rdSe ol Tallica tt)? deo ol iirl ' AXKiadevovs ap^oz^TO?, adding about 
six spaces at least for the name and father's name of the first 
steward. An extra column cannot be added, as we should thus 
have too much space and should have to restore the names of 
more than ten stewards ; one column less would not allow us 
to insert the necessary formula in the first line. Therefore the 
original inscription must have had four columns and was ca. 
1.10 m. wide. The original height cannot be determined. 

As the stewards of this year have taken over the guardian- 
ship of the treasures from those who held office in the archon- 
ship of Asteius (lines 4-5), the name of the archon Alcisthenes 
is to be restored in line 1. Thus our inscription records the 
treasures in store at the close of the year 372/1 B.C. There is 
only space enough to allow one steward's name and his father's 
name before \_Krj(f>~\tateik. Cephisia belongs to the tribe Erech- 
theis — the first in the official order. Therefore we may assume 
that the custom of recording the stewards in the official order 
of their tribes, followed until 376/5 B.C. (J. Gr. II, 671), is 
again resumed. The second treasurer, whose name must be 
either HpG)To\_/c\ri<;~\ or n/oarro [761/779], will therefore belong to 



6 ALLAN C. JOHNSON 

the tribe Aigeis. In LGr. II, 652 (399/8 B.C.) the treasurer 
from the tribe Aigeis is UpoorofcXf]*; 'Ifcapieik. If we restore 
HpooTOfcXfjs in our inscription, it is quite possible that he may 
be a son of the treasurer in 399/8. We know from Aristotle 
('A#. IIo\. VIII, 2, XLVII, 1) that the stewards were chosen 
only from the TrevTafcoo-to/jLeSi/jLvoL, or wealthiest class of citizens. 
This law was instituted by Solon and remained in force through 
all the democratic reforms in the constitution even until the 
time of Aristotle. Apparently, too, the choice was made only 
from those families who had been ranked as irevTaKOdiQ^ehnivoi 
in Solon's day, and loss of wealth did not affect one's eligibility 
for this office. The choice of candidates must therefore have 
been limited in some tribes. This probably accounts for the 
fact that there was seldom a full board of ten. 1 When a poor 
man was elected, he may have declined election, preferring not 
to take the risk of such a responsible office. It is quite possible 
that the election in 372 and 399 B.C. fell to the same family, 
and we might in that case restore Upcoro [/eXr)? UpoorofcXeovs 
*\icapiek~\. In line 2 the first word can be restored only as 
[®/o]*acr£09, which indicates that this official belonged to the 
sixth tribe, Oineis. If we allow an average of 24 cm. to each 
treasurer, we have just enough space for three treasurers before 
the one elected from Thriasia. Therefore the sixth steward 
is from the sixth tribe, and we are now certain that they are 
recorded in the official order. The next name is probably to 
be restored as II tari [&?<?]. He must be a member of the tribe 
Cecropis, but we do not know any other occurrence of the name 
in this tribe. There are about 75 cm. remaining, which allows 
room for three more stewards ; so it is clear that the full quota 
of ten was elected in this year. 

It will be more convenient to pass over the identification of 
the secretary for the moment and discuss the stewards of the 
year of Asteius in this place. In line 4 the first two letters 
belong to some word ending in the genitive, and at the end of 
the line there is a trace of an omicron. These names are there- 
fore all in the genitive, and must be those of the stewards of 
the preceding year. We may therefore restore the usual for- 
mula irapaXa^ovre; nrapa twv (Trporepcov) tcl/mcov. We must 

1 Cf. Sundwall, 'E0. 'Ap X . 1909-10, pp. 204-205. 
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next consider whether the year 371/0 B.C. should be more 
exactly dated by the addition of the phrase eVt <I> pa<riickeihov<z 
apxovros after the secretary's name. This phrase has twenty - 
four letters, or about the amount of space we require for the 
name of one steward. If it is inserted, we can restore the names 
of only five stewards at the most. But as there are six stewards 
in 376/5 B.C. (Z Gr. II, 670, 671), it is perhaps better to allow 
the same number here, and to omit the additional dating. In 
that case we have about 0.45 m. space before J^vpvicXelhov in 
line 4, which affords space enough for the names of two stew- 
ards if we allow 0.22 m. for each. The third steward is Eury- 
cleides. 1 This name is found in only one deme and tribe in 
Attica, and here throughout the third and second centuries it 
is well known and evidently belongs to one of the most influ- 
ential families at Athens. This is the deme Cephisia of the 
tribe Erechtheis, and there is no doubt that this steward 
belongs to the same family. He is probably the grandson of 
Eurycleides, who was choregus in 459 B.C. (Z Gr. II, 5, 971 f., 
Col. 2, line 9) and an ancestor of Eurycleides son of Micion, 
who was administrator of the military funds in 232 (Z Gr. II 2 , 
791. See Stemma, Kirchner, JProsopographia Attica, under 
Eurycleides). In the remainder of lines 4 and 5, only three 
more stewards' names can be added. Therefore there are not 
more than six stewards for the year of the archonship of 
Asteius (373/2 B.C.). Moreover, the third steward on the list 
is from the first tribe in the official order. Apparently we 
have to deal with some sort of irregularity in the appointment 
of the board for this year, as there is not the full quota and 
the names are not arranged in their official order. Although 
we have instances of failure to elect the full board, 2 there is 
only one example where the official order of the tribes is not 
followed in recording the names of the stewards. This is in 
the year 376/5 B.C. (Z #. II, 670, 671), when there could not 

1 There is a possibility that this is the father of the second steward, but there 
is too much space preceding for one steward only. The fathers' names are not 
omitted in this class of inscriptions unless omitted in each group. Since the 
spacing requires their insertion in the first group in lines 1 and 2, we must 
restore them here. When all the names are in the genitive, the article must be 
used with the father's name. (Cf. I.G. II, 698, 'E0. 'A PX - 1909-10, pp. 197 ff.) 

2 Cf. Sundwall, 'E0. 'Ap X - 1909-10, pp. 204-205. 
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have been more than six stewards, and their names are not 
recorded in the official order. Thus, there is in 376/5 the 
same irregularity in the board which we find in 373/2. In 
the year 372, however, the board was reorganized and estab- 
lished in its former status, and so it continued to the end of its 
history, so far as we can determine from the epigraphical evi- 
dence. No records of the treasures of Athena between the 
years 376/5 and 373/2 are preserved, but it is plain that the 
disturbing factor which entered into the history of this board 
at the close of 377/6, causing an irregular board to be estab- 
lished for the following year, must have been effective until 
373/2 and must then have disappeared. The lists of the 
rafiiat rcov aXkow Oecov show some similar irregularity, for there 
could not have been more than eight stewards in 376/5 B.C., or 
more than six in 375/4, although, so far as we can judge from 
the fragmentary list preserved (J. Gr. II, 672), these seem to 
be recorded in the official order. The fact that barely more 
than half the full number is elected for 375/4 B.C. is most 
unusual, coinciding as it does with the number elected for the 
other board. It is apparent that the same or similar causes 
were operating in both these boards. It now remains to deter- 
mine what these causes were. The clue is to be found in a 
much-discussed passage in Demosthenes (XXIV, 136) which, 
in the light of our present knowledge, assumes new meaning. 
This reads as follows : ical ol rafitac e<ft &v 6 oTriaOohoiios eve- 

7Tprj(T0r] KOii 01 TG)V Tt)? 0€OV fCdl OL T(OV aXXcOV 0€G>V iv T(p OLfCrj/JLaTL 

tovtg) fjaav eo)9 rj Kpiais avrois iyevero. According to the scho- 
liast, the stewards had been guilty of making unwise loans, 
and to cover up their lack of judgment had set the Opisthodo- 
mos on fire. This resulted in their imprisonment. Unlike 
many of the statements in the scholia, this note seems to have 
been gleaned from sources independent of the text itself and 
may therefore be based on genuine tradition. In this passage 
Demosthenes is enumerating notorious instances of crimes 
against the state, and he begins (§§ 132-133) by declaring that 
he will not mention any which antedate the archonship of Eu- 
clides. He then recounts the following : Thrasybulus, about 
400 B.C. ; Philepsion and Agyrrhius, apparently shortly before 
the publication of the Plutus of Aristophanes ; Myronides, un- 
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known (probably between 388 and 380 B.C.); the burning of 
the Opisthodomos; the indictment of the grain speculators, 
probably about 358 B.C. -, 1 and finally the exploits of the three 
ambassadors in 355 B.C. Professor Dorpfeld (' Der alte Athena- 
tempel auf der Akropolis,' Ath. Mitt. XII, 1887, pp. 42-45) 
maintains that there is a distinct break in the narrative before 
the mention of the burning of the Opisthodomos, and that this 
is not necessarily to be regarded as later than 403 B.C., but 
that, as a matter of fact, it antedates the archonship of Euclides 
and is to be identified with the burning of the 7ra\aw vedy; 
(Xenophon, Hellenica, I, 6, 1) in 406 B.C. This theory violates 
the historical sequence of these events, which otherwise would 
seem to follow one another in strict chronological order. The 
temple stewards and the grain speculators were all criminals 
against the state, and Demosthenes clearly includes these with 
Thrasybulus, Philepsion, and the rest. He was under no obli- 
gations to limit himself to the period after Euclides, and noth- 
ing could be gained by making such a limitation voluntarily 
and then promptly disregarding it. Nor is it reasonable to 
suppose that he has done so. If, however, we place the burn- 
ing of the Opisthodomos in the year 377/6 B.C., 2 then the events 
recorded by Demosthenes are all later than Euclides and, more- 
over, are recorded in their proper historical order. 

If, then, the Opisthodomos was burned in 377/6 B.C., and we 
accept the scholiast's explanation of the fire, the irregularities 
in these financial boards in 376/5 are sufficiently explained. In 
the investigation which followed the fire the people appointed 
special boards. The ra^iat rrjs 6eov were selected without re- 
gard to tribes or tribal precedence, but the Tajxiai twv aXKwv 

1 The lack of any specific reference in this instance shows clearly that these 
speculations must have been a very well-known event in earlier times, or else 
some recent scandal. The regulation of the grain supply was a constant source 
of trouble at Athens. When Cotys and Charidemus crossed over from Abydus 
and took possession of Sestus, the Athenians thereby lost control of the grain 
route through the Hellespont (361/0). As a result, there was a special strin- 
gency in the grain supply. There was also a great scarcity of grain in 358/7 
(Dem. XX, 33), and it is probable that the speculations referred to must be 
placed in this period. 

2 Calleas was archon in this year, and some allusion is apparently made to this 
event in IM. II 2 , 216, which deals with the rearrangement of the treasures by 
Androtion. 
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0€cov were selected and recorded apparently in the official order, 
although only eight were appointed in 376 and not more than 
six in 375/4 QI.Gr. II, 672). Moreover, the secretaries appointed 
during this period of disturbance were not chosen according to 
the system prevailing in 387/6, when the reverse of the official 
order was followed, or in 351/0, when the regular order was in 
force (I. Gr. II, 670, 671 ; Ferguson, The Athenian Secretaries, 
P- 74). 

From the new inscription it is evident that the irregularities 
in the election of the rapldi r^9 6eov lasted from 376/5 until 
373/2, and then ceased. For in the year 372/1 we find the full 
board of ten stewards, and once again they are enumerated 
according to the official order of the tribes. Moreover, a re- 
form in the arrangement of the inventory lists probably came 
in at the same time. The order in our inscription is identical 
with that of the inscription published by Van Hille (loc. cit.} 
and also with that of I. Gr. II, 677. This arrangement differs 
from that of the preceding lists in the order of the objects and 
in the method of grouping. 1 In 372/1 the system of recording 
the weights to the left of the columns began, 2 but apparently 
it was soon abandoned, for it does not occur again. 

The reestablishment of the full board of ten on its old footing 
is not due to any increase of prosperity on the part of Athens. 
The public expenses throughout this decade in connection with 
the army and fleet must have been particularly heavy (Beloch, 
Grr. Gresch. II, pp. 243 ff.). Peace was concluded in the archon- 
ship of Alcisthenes after the reorganization of the board (Dion. 
Hal. de Lysia, 12). It is not likely that the change was made 
by the Athenians in anticipation of the peace. It is more rea- 
sonable to suppose that the investigation into the misdemeanors 
of the stewards in 377/6 was now completed, and that with 
the close of this work the original board was reestablished. 
With the new arrangement of the treasures, which apparently 
comes in at this time, the activities of Androtion may very 
reasonably be connected (Dem. 22, 69 ff., 24, 176 ff. I.G. II 2 , 
216, B, 6 ; 217). In spite of the charges laid by Demosthenes 

1 Lehner, Ueber die Athenischen Schatzverzeichnisse des vierten Jahrhun- 
derts, pp. 86 ff. 

2 J. U.S. XXIX, pp. 184 ff. 
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against him, it is apparent from the inscription that he must 
have rendered some real service. Unfortunately the latter 
document is so poorly preserved that little can be determined 
beyond the fact that, some time after the archonship of Calleas, 
certain regulations were passed regarding the treasures and the 
duties of the newly appointed stewards. It is significant that 
the archonship of Calleas is mentioned in some connection in 
this decree, for, according to our theory, the Opisthodomos was 
burned in his year. The proposed reading for the last line of 
fragment B (see note of editor to /. Gr. II, 5, 746), v *;o\[a<m] 
may possibly be taken as a reference to the punishment inflicted 
upon the stewards of 377/6 B.C. According to Michaelis (Par- 
thenon, p. 303) and Lehner (TJeher die Athenischen Schatzver- 
zeichni8se des bierten Jahrhunderts, pp. 92 ff.), Androtion was 
not ra/Ata?, as implied by Demosthenes (XXII § 70, cU' avTos 
pr)T(op, xpvaoxoos, Tafi(a<; f avnypa^eis yeyovev^), but rather 
iTrifi€\T)Tr}<;, and as such melted down many of the damaged 
crowns (Philochorus, Harpocration, s.v. irofiireia). Some of 
these may have survived the fire, while others had become dam- 
aged through age, although according to the list in Demos- 
thenes one was even later than the fire (Dem. XXIV § 180, 
Xa/3/ota? airb rr)? iv Na£a> vav/xaxias [376 B.C.]). In this case 
it is quite possible that Demosthenes is exaggerating. At 
least, there is no mention of the crown of Chabrias in the 
twenty-second oration, where the remainder of the list had been 
quoted in exactly the same words. It is very unlikely that a 
crown dedicated in one year should be melted up the next, 
unless so ordered by the state because of dire need. Accord- 
ing to Demosthenes a large number of crowns were taken by 
Androtion, and barely half a dozen small amphoras, etc., each 
weighing about a mina, were made from them (XXII § 76). 
The orator leaves his hearers to make their own inferences. 

If we had Androtion's reply to this charge, we should proba- 
bly find that he had been commissioned by the state to use up 
some of the temple dedications to furnish new sacrificial vessels 
— perhaps to take the place of those melted down at the close 
of the Peloponnesian War — and to make a selection of others 
which could be coined into money to meet present emergencies. 
The more thorough his work, especially in the matter of recent 
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dedicatory crowns, the more liable to abuse would he be from 
his political enemies. 

In the records of the new arrangement of the treasures in 
372/1 B.C. and in the following inventories of the same series 
we find mention of the following : Articles from the Heca- 
tompedon, UapOevwv and the ap^alo^ i>ed>?, vessels belonging to 
Athena Polias, Athena Nike, Artemis Brauronia, the Anakes, 
Demeter and Kore and Aphrodite (cf. Van Hille, loc. cit., Mne- 
mosyne, 1904, pp. 825 ff.). If these objects and temples come 
under the supervision of the Tafitai tt}? 0eoO, they are usurping 
some of the functions of the rafiiat t&v aXXcov Oewv. In fact, it 
is doubtful if the latter board exercised any jurisdiction over 
shrines on the Acropolis after 373/2 B.C. The board still 
existed as late as 362/1 B.C., as is proved by I. Q-. II, 682? 
(Addenda), 1 where it is mentioned in connection with the 
treasures at Eleusis. If LGr. II, 702 is correctly restored as 
belonging to the racial rcov aXXcov dewv, they were not abolished 
before 343/2 B.C. In this very fragmentary inscription the 
only shrine mentioned is the Aphrodisium, which lay outside the 
Acropolis. Since Aristotle makes no mention of the rafiiat t&v 
aXXcov 6ecov in the constitution of the fourth century, although 
giving full details about the election and duties of the stewards 
of Athena, we may assume that the board was no longer in 
existence when the 'AOrjvaicov IloXtreia was written in 325- 
322 B.C. (Sandys, Introduction, p. xlix). It is impossible to 
determine with exactness when it was abolished in the period 
between 343 and 325. It is, however, reasonable to suppose 
that this is one of the financial reforms under the administra- 
tion of Lycurgus. 2 Its duties may have been taken over by 
the raficat rr)? 6eov or else by the Tafias tcov arpaTLcortKa)v y 
whose power grew steadily in importance under Lycurgus. 
Apparently the reorganization of 373/2 greatly lessened the 
importance of the tcl/jlicu to>v aXXcov decov. The paucity of 
inscriptions belonging to them, and the comparative complete- 
ness of the series belonging to the racial rfjs Oeov cannot be 

1 It seems to me that this inscription disproves completely Bannier's theory 
that the ra^lai rdv &\\(op Oe&v did not exist as a separate body in the fourth 
century (Rh. Mus. 1910, pp. 19 ff. Cf. Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens, p. 23). 

2 Cf. LQ. II, 162, Frag, c, vs. 23 n. 
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due entirely to chance, but must indicate to some extent the 
relative importance of the two boards. The exact nature of 
the reorganization in 373/2 cannot be determined. The pre- 
script of the new inscription makes no mention of receiving 
treasures from the other board, but it can easily be inferred 
from the inventory proper that the duties of the stewards of 
Athena were now much more widely extended than in the 
preceding years. 1 

Line 3. TAAYKE must be restored as T\av/ce[T7)<;~\, who is 
the secretary for the stewards of Athena in the year 371/0. 
We are able to determine his tribe by applying Ferguson's law 
in regard to secretaries ( c The Athenian Secretaries,' Cornell 
Studies, 1898, pp. 72-74). During the period of the joint 
board of stewards, the reverse of the official order of the tribes 
was followed in electing the secretary. When the boards were 
separated again in 387/6, the tribe Oineis held the secretary- 
ship. During the next ten years there is no record of the 
secretaries for either board. In 376/5 the secretary was from 
the tribe Leontis, a fact which cannot be brought into relation 
with the system prevailing in 403-387, when the reverse order 
was followed, nor with that of the years 351-340, when the 
regular order was followed. It is very probable that in the 
reorganization of 372/1, the system prevailing in 351 and 
the following years was established, if indeed it did not exist 
from 386/5 until the disturbance in 376. At least, if we work 
back from 351 and omit altogether the four years 376-2, we 
find that the secretaryship in 386/5 would fall to the tribe 
Cecropis (VII). As we know that in 387/6 the secretary was 
from the tribe Oineis (VI), 2 it is probable that under the new 
administration the Athenians reversed the cycle of the secreta- 
ries and began, in the case of the taixiai jrf deov, with the tribe 
which held the office in the last year of the joint administra- 
tion. During the four years of the disturbance no regular 
system was followed, but in the reorganization of 372 the order 
of appointment was taken up where it had been broken off in 
376. According to the cycle, Hippothontis holds the secretary- 
ship in 371/0. Glaucetes undoubtedly belongs to this tribe. 

i The legislation of Androtion (I.G. II 2 ,216) may haverdealt with this question. 
2 Ferguson, loc. cit. 
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It is quite possible that he is the grandson of the only Glaucetes 
known in Hippothontis — the general who served along with 
Sophocles in 441 B.C., and who belonged to the deme Azenia 
(Kirchner, Prosographia Attica, 2951). There is, however, a 
more interesting identification. Demosthenes (XXIV, 128-9) 
says of a certain Glaucetes who had served as ambassador to 
the court of Maussollus in 355-4 B.C.: ovx oSto? eartv 6 Trpwrov 
jiev efc AetceXeiav avTOfjLo\r)aas . . . ; teal . . . it pea Sevres 
a^Lco0eh elvat v(\> v/jlwv, cnroaTepcov (rrfv Oeov) ras curb twv 
vjjLerepcov 7to\€/jllcov Be/cara? ; eirena TajAievaas iv atcpoirokei ra 
aptarela rrjs 7ro\e&)? . . . vcfryprj/JLevos e£ a/cpoTroXecos rov re hC(\>pov 
rbv apyvpo7roSa /cal rbv aKivaicr)v top ISAaphoviov o? rjye TpiatcoaCovs 
hapeacois ; There can be little doubt that the secretary for 
371/0 and the Glaucetes of Demosthenes are identical, ra- 
fjuevaas does not necessarily mean that Glaucetes was a stew- 
ard, but that he helped to administer the funds (cf. the use of 
the word in I. Gc. I, 32), and the importance of the position as 
secretary is sufficient to justify the use of this verb. Undoubt- 
edly most of the business, especially routine matters, would be 
transacted by the secretary, and he would have more oppor- 
tunities to get possession of the treasures. Curiously enough, 
in line 16 of our inscription there is a detailed description of 
an elaborate acinaces which was probably considered that of Mar- 
donius. But the theft of such an important article — if theft 
there ever w r as — could not long go unnoticed, and the trophy is 
found in its old position four years later ('E<£. 'A/o%. 1903, 
p. 143, col. 1, line 75). The use of the phrase airb to veco in 
line 14 shows that these objects were not in the cella of the 
Parthenon, but either in the Parthenon proper or the Opistho- 
domos. When Pausanias saw the clkivclk^ of Mardonius, it 
was in the temple of Athena Polias (I, 27). l 

1 This identification of Glaucetes and the dating of his secretaryship in 371/0 
is at variance with the usual statements which are based on the evidence of 
Demosthenes alone. (Schafer, Demosthenes and seine Zeit, I 2 , p. 365. Lehner, 
op. cit. p. 93.) According to Schafer, the career of Glaucetes is given 
by the orator in chronological order, and as he served on the embassy to Maus- 
sollus in 355/4 b.c. and the speech was delivered in 353/2, his stewardship must 
be placed in 354/3. Since he began his career by deserting to Decelea during 
the Peloponnesian War, he would have been well advanced in years by the time 
he served as ambassador and steward. While it is not impossible that a man 
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The various objects mentioned in the inventory proper are 
already known to us from Van Hille's list ('E^>. 'Ap%. 1903, 
pp. 138-150, Mnemosyne, Nova Series XXXII, 1904, pp. 325 ff.). 
This group represents apparently a small collection of special 
treasures. The yopyoveiov is probably that which was stolen 
by Philurgus, the temple plunderer (Isocrates, XVIII, 57), 
and again by Phileas (Synesius, de Calu. XIX, p. 83a). The 
afcivdfcrjs so fully described in lines 16-20 is to be identified as 
that of Mardonius. With its steel blade, golden handle, and 
ivory sheath inlaid with gold it would easily weigh three hun- 
dred darics, and must certainly have belonged to one of the 
superior officers in the Persian army. Whether the real aiavdicr)? 
of Mardonius was at Athens or Sparta is another question 
(Pausanias, I, 27, 1). Undoubtedly the popular identification 
of this blade with the a/avd/crjs of Mardonius was always cur- 
rent at Athens and carefully fostered by the guides to the 
Acropolis (cf. Schol. Dem. Ill, 25, Dio Chrysost. II, p. 85 r). 

Line 20. The reading is "OlTA ION. Van Hille read H v. a I ON 
in the inscription published by him Qoc. cit.}. By the kind- 
ness of Mr. Leonardos, Ephor of the Epigraphical Museum at 
Athens, I was enabled to reexamine the latter stone. Although 
badly weathered, the reading P YTAION is plain, and shows very 
clearly on the squeeze as well. Neither stone shows any sign 
of a cross bar in the fourth letter. It is quite impossible to 
suppose that it should have been accidentally omitted in the 
same letter in two inscriptions several years apart. There- 
fore the word must be irvyXiov, which fe otherwise unknown. 
It is a diminutive of a word like irvyXos or irvyXrj derived from 
the root irvy (cf. ^evyXrj from &y), which occurs most corn- 
should take important duties at the age of 75 or 80, it is unlikely that he would 
be elected to the stewardship for a whole year, and if this theft had really hap- 
pened so recently, Demosthenes would have made a great deal more out of it. 
The orator, however, does not record these three events in chronological order, 
as investigation shows. In § 128 he begins oi>x otrds iartv 6 irpwrov jjLev els 
AeKtXeiav avr ofio\r}<r as kt\.; The next clause, /cat curb n^v, is explanatory, and 
the latter part, ttjv de y ev6dde 6edv, irpeafievTys dt-iwdeis elVai vcf> v/jliov, dirocrTepQjv 
tcls aird tCjv vfjttTe'pwv Tro\e/j.lu)v 5e/a£ras; is brought in here most effectively to 
balance the former. Then the sentence which follows, referring to the steward- 
ship, is introduced by iireira referring to and balancing irpQiTov fxev els AeiceXeiav 
avTofjLo\Tfj(T as, which it completes. Hence the order is not chronological, but is 
dictated merely by the conveniences of rhetoric. 
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monly in the form ttvkttjs and also in its original form as 
Trvyfirj, Latin pug il, pug na, etc. (For other analogies in. the 
Indo-European languages vid. Meyer, G-riechische Etymologie, 
II, 483.) The suffix -\o? is used in the formation of nouns of 
agent or instrument (Brugmann, Grundriss der vergleichenden 
Grammatik, Vol. II, 186-190). Hence the meaning must be, 
"A small ball or knob, like the closed fist." It is possible 
that it is the name applied to the pommel, but since the handle 
has already been mentioned and the sheath is now being de- 
scribed by the inventory-taker, it is probably a metal knob or 
tip on the end of the ivory sheath. (For similar tips on the 
ends of sheaths cf. Perrot et Chipiez, Histoire de V Art dans 
VAntiquite, Vol. II, plate opposite p. 624.) The accent of the 
word 7rvy\{ov is paroxytone in analogy with dactylic diminu- 
tives in -lov (Kuhner-Blass, Gramm. d. Gr. Spr. I 2 , p. 278). 

Besides the fragment published by Woodward (J.H.S. 1909, 
pp. 182 ff.), which undoubtedly belongs to our inscription, 
LG. II, 747 has the same size and spacing of letters. Since 
the weights are recorded on the left of the column, as in the 
other fragment, Woodward very plausibly assigns it to the 
inventory of 372/1. It belongs to the bottom of the first col- 
umn. New restorations are offered by Van Hille (Mnemosyne, 
1904, pp. 325 ff.) and Woodward {J.H.S. XXXI, 1911, pp. 
40-41). 

The chief value of this treasure list may be summed up as 
follows: We are able to determine with certainty a disturb- 
ance in the board of ra^iat rr}<; deov from 376/5 to 373/2 inclu- 
sive. The rafjbiat tcov aWcov Oecov also seem to be affected and 
the cause in both cases is the same. This is the burning of 
the Opisthodomos by the stewards in the archonship of Calleas 
(377/6) to cover up their mismanagement of the treasures 
(Dem. XXIV, 136). We assign the activities of Androtion 
in reorganizing and rearranging the treasures to the years 376- 
373 inclusive (Dem. XXII, 69-78). The boards were rees- 
tablished on their old footing in 372/1, but the rafiiat rrjs deov 
apparently have wider powers with supreme control of the 
Acropolis treasures, while the Ta/xiac tcov aWcov Oecov are much 
less prominent henceforth. The date of the activities of Glau- 
cetes in connection with the temple treasures (Dem. XXIV, 
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127-130) is now accurately determined, and if he was actually 
guilty of theft, as charged by Demosthenes, we have the satis- 
faction of knowing that part, if not all, of the stolen goods was 
recovered soon afterwards. Curiously enough, this small frag- 
ment of stone not only gives his name but also a full description 
of an a/avd/crjs, which was probably regarded by the Athenians 
of this time as the a/avd/cr)? of Mardonius. On the historical 
side the inscription forms an interesting commentary to the 
speeches of Demosthenes against Androtion and Timocrates. 
For lexicography it yields the new word 7rvy\(ov. 

Allan C. Johnson. 

Princeton, New Jersey. 



